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Abstract
Bradfute, Robert Luther. EdD. The University of Memphis. December 2015.
Applying Instructional Design to Museum Exhibits. Major Professor: Dr. Lee Allen,
EdD.
The field of instructional design exists to facilitate learning, and museums promote
learning in many ways, including through the design of exhibits and the study of how
visitors interact with the museum. By conducting a case study at a major civil rights
museum in the United States, this study addressed the research question of how the
principles of instructional design were used in the recent renovation of this museum and
its exhibits. The study also addressed the relationship between the museum community
and the field of instructional design as it relates to the design and development of
exhibits.
The case study consisted of a document review, a site visit, and interviews of
individuals representing the museum staff, the team of advising scholars, and the design
firm responsible for the new exhibits. The study found that, in this particular case,
processes and concepts were used which are similar to the components of the ADDIE
framework for instructional design. However, the study also found that, in this case, the
concepts of instructional design are considered part of formal education and not closely
associated with museum exhibit design. Future research into other institutions
undergoing similar design and development processes may reveal additional insights in
this area.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The field of instructional design shares a common purpose with the institutions
known as museums in the spreading of knowledge and information. Instructional design
is a component of the larger field of Instructional Design and Technology (IDT), which
includes both the design of instruction as well as the development of materials and media
used in its delivery. The process of instructional design refers not only to theories of how
people learn, but also to the models of instruction, that is, the descriptions of ways in
which to design and develop learning materials. The design of instruction, at its most
basic, is the “deliberate arrangement of learning conditions to promote the attainment of
some intended goal” (Driscoll, 2005, p. 352). And according to Dick, Carey and Carey
(2009), that intended goal is “to bring about learning” (p. 2). As Hein (1998) clearly
states, “learning does occur in museums” (p. 135).
Instructional design features two major components: theories of learning and
instructional models. Learning theories are attempts to describe the ways in which
learners acquire knowledge (and although these attempts are usually applied to human
learners, many researchers in the field have studied animal behavior) (Mergel, 1998).
Instructional models can be thought of as blueprints for developing educational materials.
Some take the form of a larger framework for thinking about the design process, such as
the ADDIE framework with its five stages of activity (ADDIE stands for Analyze,
Design, Develop, Implement, and Evaluate) (Molenda, 2003), while many models
prescribe more specific steps within the process, each with detailed tasks and processes,
such as the Dick and Carey Model (Dick et al., 2009). Many models also define steps for
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stating the learning objectives for the material and also require that the instructional
material be evaluated. Some instructional models are associated more closely with
certain learning theories, while others acknowledge the overlapping of thinking among
theories and models (Mergel, 1998). Some instructional design techniques may favor
behaviorist theories in the way content is delivered and evaluated, while other design
approaches may favor the theories of constructivism in the assumptions made about the
learners, the content, and the environment of learning. Both approaches may draw from
the field of cognitive psychology to help understand how humans learn (Mergel, 1998).
Perry (2012) describes current thinking about learning in the museum as the “active
construction” of meaning, emphasizing the social and constructivist interpretation of
museum learning (p. 14).
The process of learning is often divided into the categories of formal, informal, and
in some cases, non-formal (Colley, Hodkinson, & Malcom, 2003). Formal learning is
often more structured and is connected to a specific curriculum, while informal learning
is often self-directed and experienced outside of a curriculum. As a museum researcher,
Bitgood (2002) states that although formal and informal learning share some common
elements such as the statement of learning goals and the use of instructional tools, they
differ in many other ways, notably the presence of distractions in the learning
environment and the consequences of failing to learn the material (pp. 1–2).
Museums are complex educational institutions that can be defined in a number of
ways. Some museums are based on collections of art, artifacts, and the like, such as
natural history or art museums, while others stress the activities of learning in unique
environments, such as children’s museums and planetariums. But in examining some of
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the popular definitions, terms such as “essentially educational or aesthetic in purpose ”
and “for the purpose of study, education and enjoyment” indicate the larger educational
mission that museums share (Alexander & Alexander, 2008, pp. 2 -3).
The educational mission of the museum can be illustrated historically by the
opening of schools within art museums in Boston and Chicago, and the fact that eighty
percent of art museums surveyed in the United States responded that they offered
educational programs and hoped to expand them (Alexander & Alexander, 2008, p. 42).
The American Association of Museums has defined one of the two missions of museums
to be “the advancement and diffusion of knowledge,” the other one being “the
enhancement of that awareness that affords pleasure and delight” (as cited in Hein, 1998,
p. 8).
Because of the characteristics shared by the two fields of instructional design and
museums, this study investigated specifically how instructional design contributes to the
design of exhibits in the museum, where learning is considered informal, leisure-based,
or, to use a term from Falk and Dierking (2013), “free-choice” (p. 221). This study
examined to what extent instructional design was used in developing exhibits at one
specific museum, what considerations contributed to the inclusion of instructional design
in the museum’s exhibits, and what perceptions exist within the museum community
regarding the use of instructional design concepts. The larger purposes for conducting
this study include developing a better understanding of how instructional design may be
used in different settings and to enhance communication between the museum and
instructional design communities.
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For this study, the researcher conducted a case study investigation at a major civil
rights museum in the United States, which has recently undergone a large-scale
renovation process. The study was performed with the approval of the Institutional
Review Board of the University of Memphis. Data gathering was conducted in the spring
of 2015, and the study was completed in the fall of 2015.
Statement of the Problem
The use of instructional design in the development of museum exhibits is a topic
that has been addressed to a degree in the literature but will benefit from further research.
The literature describes the ongoing research into museum learning and also provides
examples of applying the concepts of instructional design to exhibit development. This
research study intends to help both the museum and instructional design communities in
at least two ways. It expands the understanding of a specific application of the principles
of instructional design (in this case the area of museum exhibits), and it intends to
strengthen the connections between these two educational communities for their mutual
benefit.
The research questions that guided this study are:
1. How did the principles of instructional design contribute to the recently
renovated exhibits at this museum?
2. What factors contributed to the decision to include (or not include)
instructional design concepts in recently renovated exhibits at this museum?
3. What are the perceptions of the museum’s designers regarding the use of
instructional design in the development of exhibits?
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The study was conducted as a single case study investigating the recent renovation
of a major museum. The researcher interviewed key personnel from the museum,
members of the scholarly advising team for the project, and individuals from the exhibit
design firm involved. The study also included an examination of design documents
relevant to the renovation of the museum and a site visit. The resulting data and findings
from the case study address the research questions listed above.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
This chapter is presented in four sections. The first section is an overview of the
field of instructional design and the learning theories that are associated with it. The
second section is a discussion of the concept of informal learning and the third section
examines the field of museum studies. The fourth section concludes the chapter with a
summary of the intersection of instructional design and museum exhibits as presented in
the current literature.
Instructional Design and Learning Theory: “To Bring About Learning”
Instructional design and technology (IDT) is the relatively new name of a complex
field. IDT brings together several related areas of study and practice, including the
design of instruction, instructional media and technology, and theories of learning
(Reiser, 2007, p. 7). It is an interdisciplinary field that allows for the convergence of the
study of how humans learn (including the study of behaviorist learning theories,
cognitive psychology, constructivist epistemologies and learning approaches, and other
areas), as well as instructional design models and frameworks, design research,
evaluation and educational research, and media and technology as they are applied to
education. Thus, IDT is a combination of learning theory and the practical application of
instructional (or learning) design.
Saettler (1990) traces the design of instruction back to the teachers known as the
Sophists in the 5th century BCE. Foreshadowing what would become known in the 20th
century as behaviorism, many Sophists agreed, “the theory of knowledge is progressive,
pragmatic, empirical, and behavioristic (sic)” (p. 25). While their methods of instruction
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were known for being systematic in nature, based on presenting lectures and other
content in a specific manner, Saettler notes that they could also be relativistic and flexible
based on the learners’ individual needs and progress.
Saettler (1990) also recognizes the importance of the educator Comenius (1592 –
1670) as he served as teacher and administrator at schools in Moravia, Poland, Bohemia,
Sweden, and England. Through his writings on the specifics of educational practice and
the publications of his books, including the 1657 publication of Orbis Sensualium Pictus
(an influential illustrated school book), Saettler considers Comenius as a significant
“forerunner of modern educational technology” (pp. 28–31).
More recently, in 1900, John Dewey saw a need for a branch of study that could
link research with instructional practices and bring about better quality instruction (as
cited in Morrison, Ross, & Kemp, 2007, p. 6). Dewey’s later writings on education
foreshadowed modern instructional design methods by advocating for “a comprehensive,
constructive survey of actual needs, problems, and possibilities” (Dewey, 1938, p. 6) and
for an organizing approach to subject matter based on the learner’s life experiences (pp.
76–78).
The World War II era is commonly identified as the beginning of the modern field
of instructional design. Working systematically for military training purposes, a large
number of educators, psychologists and researchers reshaped the methods used to
develop training practices and procedures and set the stage for the predominance of
systems-based methods of instructional design (Reiser, 2007, pp. 24–25). These methods
usually include the components of the ADDIE framework: Analysis, Design,
Development, Implementation, and Evaluation, which are recognized as the basic
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elements of Instructional Systems Development, also known as ISD (Molenda, 2003;
Gustafson & Branch, 2007, p. 11). After a lengthy investigation into the history of the
ADDIE framework, Molenda states, “there is no real or authentic meaning for the term,”
but he also says, “What everyone agrees upon is that ADDIE is an acronym referring to
the major processes” that occur in instructional design. And Gustafson and Branch agree,
saying, “Although a variety of systematic instructional design processes have been
described . . . all descriptions include the core elements [of ADDIE] (p. 11).
Because of the resulting success of this approach to instructional design during the
war, research and development continued during the post war years and has yielded many
significant concepts and strategies relating to the practice. For example, Bloom’s
Taxonomy of Educational Objectives is a classification of types of learning that is still
highly regarded today. Within the cognitive domain, Bloom’s Taxonomy identifies the
six levels of learning as knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and
evaluation. This led to the development of additional taxonomies related to the affective
and psychomotor domains (Driscoll, 2005, p. 356). Gagné also described in detail five
domains of learning outcomes: verbal information, intellectual skills, psychomotor skills,
attitudes, and cognitive strategies; he also defined a group of teaching activities known as
the nine events of instruction. These and other developments remain important
contributions to the study and practice of the systematic design of instruction (Reiser,
2007, p. 25).
Many instructional design models have been developed to help guide this process.
Two of the better-known models are the Morrison, Ross, and Kemp model (referred to
here as the MRK model) and the Dick, Carey, and Carey model (referred to as the Dick
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and Carey model). The MRK model, for example, describes nine elements of the
instructional design process in a circular format and identifies a group of supporting
elements. The nine elements include such areas as determining learner characteristics,
defining learning objectives, sequencing the content, and developing the instruction
(Morrison et al., 2007, pp. 14-18). The supporting elements of the MRK model include
planning, project management, implementation, and evaluation. The MRK model
stresses the flexible and iterative nature of instructional design and that there is not a
specific sequence required to complete all the elements required (Morrison et al., 2007, p.
17). The Dick and Carey model also identifies the steps of designing instruction, and
includes prescriptions for writing performance objectives, conducting instructional
analyses, revising the instruction, and conducting evaluation. Unlike the MRK model,
which presents elements in the round, suggesting the ongoing nature of the design
process, the Dick and Carey model presents its steps as a linear block diagram, with the
process beginning at one end and proceeding through the process to the other end (Dick
et al., 2009, p. 1).
Designers of instructional material are often expected to identify the specific
outcomes that a learner will experience from processing the material. These outcomes
are often referred to as learning objectives, and as Driscoll (2005) points out, they are
quite important in designing instruction, developing content, and evaluating the
effectiveness of instructional material, especially when learning objectives are tied to
specific evaluation criteria (p. 365). Morrison et al. (2007) identify three types of
learning objectives: those in the cognitive domain, the psychomotor domain, and the
affective domain (pp. 105–107). They also point out that some instructional designers
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take the position that instructional objectives may not be necessary, especially where
there are long-term goals such as developing analytical skills or decision-making abilities
(p. 124).
The concepts and strategies mentioned above are related primarily to the systematic
design of instruction and are considered to be largely informed by the epistemological
perspective of objectivism, which is the basic premise that meaning “exists apart from the
operation of any consciousness” and that, given the correct procedures, “we can discover
the objective truth” (Crotty, 1998, p. 8). Learning and instruction, then, consist of
transferring information from the outside world to within the learner (Driscoll, 2005, p.
387). This epistemology influences the psychology behind behaviorist and cognitive
learning theories. The epistemology of constructionism, on the other hand, states that
there is “no meaning without a mind,” and that meaning is constructed individually
within each person (Crotty, pp. 8–9). This type of thinking has led to a different type of
learning theory known as constructivism, in which learners are seen “not as empty
vessels waiting to be filled” by external information through a process of instruction, but
as “active organisms seeking meaning” (Driscoll, p. 387). Some of the common elements
of constructivist learning are the recognition of the learner’s ability to construct meaning,
providing opportunities for reflection, and acknowledgement of the social component of
learning (Jonassen, Cernusca, & Ionas, 2007, p. 46).
Constructivism as a learning theory has contributed to several instructional design
models. Papert and Harel (1991) compare constructivism with their concept of
constructionism (the V word versus the N word, as they phrase it) and find they share the
quality of “building knowledge structures,” but then distinguish constructionism as an
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approach to learning “where the learner is consciously engaged in constructing a public
entity, whether it's a sand castle on the beach or a theory of the universe” (p. 1). Project
Based Learning (PBL) has its basis in constructivism, constructionism, and
cooperative/collaborative learning, and also results in a meaningful artifact constructed
by the learners (Grant, 2002). The theory of situated cognition states “knowledge accrues
through the lived practices of the people in a society” (Driscoll, 2005, p. 158), and that
knowing comes as a result of “active engagement in the world” (p. 164).
Sometimes seen as bridging the gap between what are often referred to as the
behaviorist and the constructivist approaches to learning, is cognitive learning theory. In
fact, the study of cognitive information processing (CIP) has contributed greatly to the
entire field of instructional design. According to CIP, learners take in and process
information in much the same way as a computer (Driscoll, 2005, p. 74). Information
first is acquired by sensory input and then proceeds to sensory memory. From there, the
information is processed into working memory, and, if conditions are favorable, into
long-term memory, from which it can be retrieved (p. 75). The blending of CIP into the
study of instructional design has also helped designers and theorists to understand how
prior knowledge, chunking, schema theory, and cognitive load play important roles in
learning (Clark & Mayer, 2007, pp. 314–315).
The study of cognitive information processing, constructivism, and behaviorism
informs the fundamental learning theories fundamental to instructional design. These
theories, taken in conjunction with instructional design models, comprise the field of
instructional design.
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Informal Learning: “Free-choice,” “Vivid, Engaging, Compelling”
Many theorists and practitioners have discussed at length the distinctions and
similarities between formal and informal learning. Perry (2012) has noted that teaching
“in informal settings refers to the broad activity of helping others develop a deeper
understanding of something, of creating meaning, of making sense” (p. 21), and Rossett
and Hoffman (2007) have stressed the authenticity of the informal learning experience,
even though it often happens outside of the classroom and beyond the control of the
formal training program (p. 167). They describe informal learning as tending to be
“vivid, emotional, unexpected, and idiosyncratic,” as well as engaging, compelling, real,
and often social in nature.
In more detail, Bitgood (2002) has identified five areas where formal and informal
learning differ. They are instructional stimuli, the physical environment, overt behaviors,
social contacts, and learning consequences. Perhaps with the image of a traditional
classroom in mind, Bitgood describes a formal learning setting where the instructional
stimuli are largely verbal and the learner is presented with sustained exposure to the
material, often in the form of studying. In an informal setting, the stimuli are often
visual, and the learner (or visitor) experiences contact with the material for shorter
periods of time. The physical environment of a formal setting is often a typical
classroom with few outside distractions, allowing the learner to focus on the instructor
and the material. An informal setting, on the other hand, may contain many other stimuli
competing for the learner’s attention and focus. The overt behaviors in a formal learning
setting are usually prescribed by the instructor and involve specific responses in the form
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of tests, the reading of texts, and so forth. The behavior of a learner in an informal
setting is much more fluid and is often at the discretion of the learner.
In the formal setting, social contacts are generally discouraged unless required by
the material and then are controlled by the instructor. In contrast, social interaction in the
informal setting is often one of its most important features. The learning consequences of
formal instruction are usually in terms of rewards and punishments, such as good or bad
grades, failure or success, and potential social consequences. The informal setting
presents the learner with few negative consequences for failing to grasp the material, but
offers positive consequences in the pleasures of gaining new knowledge and interacting
with social contacts (Bitgood, 2002, pp. 1–2).
Rossett and Hoffman (2007) discuss various possible settings for informal learning,
such as the workplace, a museum, and an online community of practice (pp. 168–170)
and go on to say that, because of its minimal use of learning objectives and measured
tests, informal learning appeals to educators who are taking a constructivist approach (p.
167).
Hein (1998), while also taking a constructivist approach to learning in museums,
cautions that the terms “formal” and “informal” are mainly descriptions of the
administrative qualities of an educational setting, and that they should not be used to
indicate pedagogic characteristics. He notes that some classrooms in progressive schools
may resemble a discovery gallery in a science museum, and some museums have
programs that require learners to attend a lecture with an instructor presenting material to
a group in an isolated classroom. The difference, in Hein’s opinion, is that formal
learning uses a specific hierarchical curriculum and usually has a specific set of
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requirements for completion of the material. Informal learning usually does not require
learners to progress through a curriculum, nor does it certify mastery of the material (p.
7).
In writing about informal learning in the workplace, Carliner (2012) suggests that
formal and informal learning are not necessarily distinct from one another (p. 4), but
having said this, identifies five factors of control that help distinguish one from the other.
These are process, location, purpose, content, and consciousness. Process refers to
identifying who controls and assesses the learning, either an instructor or the learner.
Location can refer to a space (either physical or virtual) specified for learning, or
alternately the context of everyday life where learning may happen organically.
Identifying the purpose of learning helps to define it as formal or informal because,
according to Carliner, in most formal situations learning is the primary goal, but in the
least formal settings learning may be a secondary goal, occurring almost accidentally.
Carliner (2012) defines content as pertaining to the immediate or long-term nature
of the learning. In terms of workplace learning, he states that formal learning may apply
to learning the larger concepts applying to an occupation and therefore having a longer
term of use, while content that relates to performing a job has a more immediate, short
term impact and is considered more informal. The factor of consciousness refers to the
degree to which a learner is aware that learning has occurred. In formal settings, learners
are keenly aware that learning is meant to happen, but in less formal situations, learners
may not be aware how much they have learned until a need for the knowledge arises (p.
5).
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Writing about informal learning in museums, Falk and Dierking (2013) further
identify the concept of free-choice learning, and state that “museum experiences, at least
for most visitors, are first and foremost leisure-oriented and free-choice” and that “freechoice learners enter any learning experience with well-formed interests, knowledge,
opinions, and motivations, all of which directly affect learning.” Echoing Carliner’s
factor of consciousness of learning, Falk and Dierking also state that “content-specific
learning does occur, but it is important to acknowledge that this is just one of many
possible learning outcomes from a museum experience” (p. 221).
Colley et al. (2003) conducted an extensive study of this topic and, having
attempted to classify learning into informal, formal, and non-formal, conclude that it is
“not possible to clearly define separate ideal types of formal and informal learning which
bear any relation to actual learning experiences.” They continue to say that their study
strongly suggests that the characteristics of formal and informal learning exist
simultaneously in all learning environments, but the nature of their co-existence, that is,
“the interrelationships between formal and informal attributes vary from situation to
situation” (p. 64).
Although instructional design is used extensively in developing formal learning
material, it can also be of use in creating informal learning opportunities. An important
feature of many instructional design models is the evaluation of the material being
designed (as in ADDIE: Analyze, Design, Develop, Implement, and Evaluate). The
Morrison Ross and Kemp model (Morrison et al., 2007), for example, specifies the
differences between formative, summative, and confirmative evaluation (pp. 236–240).
Formative evaluation is performed as the material is being developed and revised in an
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effort to fine-tune the final instructional material. Summative evaluation is performed
after the learners have completed the material to determine the effectiveness of the
instruction. Confirmative evaluation is used to determine the effectiveness of
instructional material over time and as conditions change.
The Exploratorium, a prominent hands-on science museum in San Francisco,
conducts and publishes a great deal of evaluative material about its exhibits. Much of
this research is made available online in the form of front-end studies, formative
evaluation, and summative evaluation (Exploratorium, n.d.).
Carliner (2012) addresses the difficulties in evaluating informal learning in the
workplace, largely because such learning “has no official beginning or end, nor does it
have well-defined, observable, and measurable learning objectives” (p. 194). But writing
about informal learning in the workplace, he suggests certain methods for evaluating the
learning, such as self-assessments, process portfolios, coaching interviews, surveys, focus
groups, and long-term studies (p. 196).
The discussion around the differences between formal and informal learning is an
important one and is particularly significant when considering museum exhibits. From
the sources cited here it is possible to conclude that, even taking into consideration the
position stated in Colley et al. (2003) that all learning contains some formality and some
informality, a visitor to a museum learns from the exhibits primarily in an informal
manner.
Museums: “Study, Education, and Enjoyment”
Although museums have existed since ancient times, it wasn’t until the late 17th
century that museums began to open their doors to the public (Alexander & Alexander,
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2008, p. 5). Prior to this time, museums were either privately owned collections of
artifacts, art objects, religious reliquaries, or items brought home from conquests.
According to Alexander and Alexander, the ancients thought of museums as places to
observe beautiful works, to discuss ideas with others, or to perform experiments. These
museums were not generally accessible to the public and were reserved for scholars and
the aristocracy (pp. 5-11).
The founding of the British Museum in 1753, the Smithsonian Institution in 1846,
and the establishment of compulsory education in England and the United States (1870
and 1918, respectively) (Hawkey, 2006, p. 5) suggest a growing and parallel interest in
public education and public access to museums on both sides of the Atlantic. As such
interest grew, the early 20th century saw the establishment in the United States of several
“school museums,” which were portable collections of exhibits, photographs, charts, and
other instructional materials that could be taken into classrooms (Reiser, 2007, p. 18).
Bearman (1991) states, “Since the early 20th century museums have strived to be more
than ‘cabinets of curiosities’ to be viewed passively” (p. 2).
Today, almost anything might be called a museum. In addition to the traditional
types of museums such as science, natural history, and fine art, today museums may be
found in boats, cottages, prisons, or castles; and the experience of visiting a museum is
sometimes like visiting a theme park (Hooper-Greenhill, 1992, p. 1). In fact, Falk and
Dierking (2013) have noted that thousands of new museums of all types are opened every
year throughout the world (p. 23). In 1995, the International Council of Museums
published a revised definition of what a museum actually is: “A non-profit making,
permanent institution in the service of society and its development, and open to the
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public, which acquires, researches, conserves, communicates, and exhibits for the
purposes of study, education, and enjoyment . . .” (in Alexander & Alexander, 2008, p.
283).
The relationship between the museum and the community in which it exists is
undergoing a significant shift in perspective. Hooper-Greenhill (1999) has made the
distinction between the older model of museum curatorship and exhibit design, and the
more current thinking: a broader, more negotiated process of meaning making (p. 9). In
the older model, the museum curator is seen as a specialist who writes authoritative texts
about an exhibit. Audiences and the community are not included in exhibit development,
and visitors are expected to passively receive facts that the curator determined were
significant. In the newer model, on the other hand, museum curators recognize that
visitors are an active interpretive community, and exhibit development must address the
varying strategies visitors use to help negotiate many, possibly conflicting, perspectives
(pp. 8–9). In a similar, constructivist, fashion, Simon (2010) suggests three levels of
community participation with museums. They are contributing, collaborating, and cocreating. Contributing takes place when visitors share feedback, opinions, personal
objects, or memories and photographs (p. 203). Collaboration may occur for several
reasons, including consultation with experts or community representatives, testing and
developing programs, providing opportunities for participants to design and produce their
own content, and helping “visitors feel like partners and co-owners of the content and
programs” (pp. 231–232). Co-creating may occur when a museum wants to give a voice
and be responsive to local community members, provide a place for engagement and
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dialogue, and to help visitors and community members develop skills to support their
own goals (p. 263).
The field of visitor studies has been outlined by Bitgood (2002), and is concerned
with visitor perspectives and environmental design issues in museums (p. 2). Starting
with the systematic work of Melton and Robinson in the 1930s, Bitgood traces the history
of the field of visitor studies through the more behaviorist studies of Shettel and Screven
in the 1960s and early 1970s, the qualitative evaluation methods of Wolf, and the current
eclectic era of visitor studies, in which “the contributions of the behavioral, cognitive,
and ethological approaches have all been integrated into the arsenal of visitor studies
methodology” (pp. 4-5). As Bitgood notes, much of the activity in the field of visitor
studies has been devoted to exhibition development and assessment (p. 6).
Exhibits are the public face of museums, and museums rely on the ability of
exhibits to evoke resonance and wonder in their visitors. Resonance, according to
Greenblatt (1990), is the ability of a displayed object or artifact to evoke the powerful and
complex cultural forces of its origins and for which it serves as a symbol. Wonder is the
ability of an object to “stop the viewer in his tracks . . . to evoke an exalted attention” (p.
19-20). An object in an exhibit may gain attention simply because of its “authenticity,
value, and beauty” (Kirchberg & Trondle, 2012, p. 439). Bearman (1991) states,
“Museums provide an opportunity to interact with artifacts, specimens, and realia from
beyond our everyday experience” (p. 2), and Hawkey (2004) agrees, saying, “It is the
objects themselves, however, that provide the unique learning potential of any museum,
to foster active inquiry-based learning – learning from objects rather than simply learning
about them” (p. 17).
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In order to design and develop appealing exhibits, museums often rely on the
contributions of three key individuals, as Carliner (2001) has identified. These are the
idea generator, the exhibit designer, and the idea implementer. These are discussed in
greater detail in the next section.
Instructional Design and Museum Exhibits: “Inspiring Learning for All,” or, “No
One Ever Flunked A Museum”
The specific intersection of instructional design and museum exhibit development is
represented in a certain number of articles in the literature. Of note are articles by
Carliner (2001), Hughes (2005), Braverman (1988), and Screven (1993), each mentioning
the use of instructional design in museum exhibits. Still within the field of instructional
design, however, the larger topic of learning as it occurs in the museum is much more
widely discussed, in particular by Falk and Dierking (2013), Hein (1998), HooperGreenhill (1992, 1999, 2003), and Perry (2012).
Carliner (2001), as an instructional designer, compared the process of exhibit design
and development at three different museum spaces, and has identified and documented
the common practices used in all three institutions. He also identified the roles of three
key individuals in the exhibit planning process. These individuals are the idea generator,
the exhibit designer, and the idea implementer. The idea generator devises the concept,
chooses the content, and writes the storyline for the exhibit. The exhibit designer makes
choices about the physical layout and look of the exhibit, and the idea implementer serves
as a sort of general contractor for the exhibit, overseeing support teams and processes,
securing artifacts required, and ensuring that the resulting exhibit has been built
according to plan (p. 67).
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From his observation of the development of these exhibits, Carliner (2001) distills
four guiding concepts used during the design process: immersion, themes, layering, and
skimmability. Immersion refers to the concept of immersing the visitors in the story,
with an admittedly theatrical but realistic approach. Also, since many exhibit topics may
contain a great deal of information, designers often group content into themes or modules
on which to focus. By limiting the number of themes to fewer than five, designers hope
to retain visitors’ attention and improve recall of important concepts. Layering is a
technique of organizing exhibit content according to depth so visitors can choose how far
to pursue each section. Layering may be applied to gallery introductions, theme labels,
and object labels, each designed with an appropriate amount of content and size of text.
Skimmability is the design concept that exhibit labels must be written and presented so
that they can be scanned quickly by visitors while standing, rather than studied carefully
while seated (pp. 70–71). Each of these guiding concepts serves as a heuristic, a
reminder of design principles, so that visitors are not “overwhelmed by the quantity of
the objects and the technical language and detail of the documentation” (p. 70), evoking
the cognitive information processing concept of cognitive loading. A key observation
from Carliner, though, is that “The recipe for successful storytelling in exhibits is the
same as that in literature: riveting plots and engaging characters” (p. 8).
Hughes (2005) describes using instructional design principles and technologies to
design and develop an exhibit at the Sciencenter in Ithaca, New York. The exhibit, called
The Life of a Star, had an intended audience of children in the third through fifth grades
(p. 61). According to Hughes,
The instructional design focused largely on brainstorming ways to get across the
scientific concepts in an engaging way. The exhibit had to be entertaining and not
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too technical, so I chose to write it almost as if it were a children's book with short
segments of text and lots of connection between new concepts and concepts the
visitors might already be familiar with. (p. 61)
A subject matter expert was brought in for the project, and developers were hired to
create images, animations, and interactions for the exhibit using Adobe Flash. Formative
evaluation was conducted throughout the process (p. 63), and after some further
evaluation, the final version of the exhibit that was installed in the Sciencenter was a
smaller version than the original plan called for. Hughes says, “The exhibit took three
months of instructional design and planning and six months of actual Flash development.
There were a lot of versions to be created to make sure that the content was accurate and
suitable for the museum” (p. 63). The development of this exhibit is an example of the
use of the ADDIE framework, in particular the evaluation stage.
Braverman (1988), in writing about designing exhibits in an art museum, makes the
important distinction between the aesthetic appreciation of an art object in an art museum
and the types of visitor learning that can take place in other museums, where “classroomoriented learning” is applied and where “all meaningful concepts inherent in these
exhibits may be expressed verbally” (pp. 86-87). Hinting at a constructivist approach,
Braverman suggests developing a design model for art exhibits using three main
components: object placement within a thematic environment, communication with
visitors, and methods by which valid visitor responses to the exhibit may be known to
museum staff (p. 89).
Screven (1993) points out that educational theories from formal learning are not
very effective in helping to develop presentation modes or teaching strategies in
museums, where sustaining visitor interest is a vital concern (p. 2). He also states
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[Learning in museums] is driven by curiosity, discovery, free exploration and the
sharing of experiences with companions. Learning in museums, in its broadest
sense, is a by-product of the free interaction of leisure-oriented visitors with
exhibitions and their surroundings. (p. 1)
In the informal learning environment of the museum, where there are no grades and
no top-down control, Screven recommends that exhibit planners have more direct
experiences with the general public, give attention to exhibit details such as placement,
lighting, and signage, and develop goal-oriented discovery activities. Screven also
recommends that exhibit designers pay special attention to motivational strategies, which
relates to Keller’s work on learner motivation (Keller, 2007; Screven, 1993, p. 3).
Taking a view of instructional design that goes beyond a systematic and formal
definition reveals a great deal of thinking about museum learning as an informal,
constructivist activity. Hein (1998) has identified four domains of learning on a twodimensional grid, where the horizontal axis represents learning theory, ranging from
“incremental learning added bit by bit” to “learner constructs knowledge,” and the
vertical axis represents theory of knowledge, ranging from “knowledge is constructed by
the learner” to “knowledge exists outside the learner.” From this grid he describes the
four quadrants of learning: didactic and expository, stimulus-response, discovery, and
constructivism (p. 25). A reconstruction of this grid appears in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Hein’s Education Theories Grid (reconstructed from Hein, 1998, p. 25)

Having identified how museums may use each quadrant of the grid for specific
types of learning, Hein (1998) then describes an ideal (if hypothetical) constructivist
museum, discussing how such a museum would use constructivist techniques by making
connections with the familiar, presenting exhibits using multiple learning modalities,
encouraging social interaction, and providing exhibits that are developmentally
appropriate for a wide range of visitors (pp. 155–176). Having made the case for a
constructivist approach to museum design, Hein (2005) later goes on to state that such a
museum has the responsibility to empower “citizens to make informed decisions in a
democratic society” (p. 6).
As part of a government-sponsored project in the United Kingdom, HooperGreenhill et al. (2003) developed a set of Generic Learning Outcomes (GLOs) in order to
help measure learning in museums. Working within the “Inspiring Learning for All”
program of Resource, the Council for Museums, Archives, and Libraries, the researchers
24

identified five learning outcomes that can be measured in museums. They are: increase
in knowledge and understanding; increase in skills; change in attitudes or values;
evidence of enjoyment, inspiration, and creativity; and evidence of activity, behavior, and
progression (p. 12). These GLOs appear to be a practical, specific application of
Bloom’s Taxonomy of Learning.
Evoking constructivism, Choi (2013), having noted that the “white cube” aspect of
modern art exhibits can alienate some visitors, goes on to discuss a more accessible art
exhibit where visitors were encouraged to write their own exhibit labels as they move
through the museum. She also describes an activity at the Denver Art Museum where
visitors to an exhibit about the art of the psychedelic music scene of the 1960s are
encouraged to create their own art posters in an environment that included iconic
furniture and music from that era (p. 59), reflecting Papert and Harel’s (1991) concept of
constructionism. And at the Exploratorium in San Francisco (one of the oldest and bestknown participatory science centers), Allen (2004) describes exhibits that take place in
chaotic, unpredictable environments (similar to the ill-structured learning environments
as cited in Driscoll, 2005, p. 398), and that on one hand challenge visitors’ preconceived
notions of physics (i.e., Water Standing on Air, where because of surface tension, water
can appear to defy gravity), and on the other hand invoke schemas in the form of familiar
objects, such as in Bike Cycle and Downhill Race, using objects of different shapes and
weights on an inclined plane (p. S23).
Alwi and McKay (2011) describe how allowing for the cognitive preferences, also
known as learning styles, of learners or visitors can be incorporated into museum
exhibits. Referring to Kolb, they identify the four learning styles as “the divergers who
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are the ‘why’ people, the assimilators who are concerned with the ‘what,’ the convergers
who are more interested in the ‘how,’ and the accommodators who are concerned about
‘what happens’” (p. 14). Being aware of these learning styles can allow museum exhibits
to be designed for a broad range of visitors by including content related to each of these
cognitive preferences.
Further significant examples of writing about museum learning can be found.
Notably, Falk and Dierking (2013) define museum learning as the intersection of
contexts: the personal, the physical, the socio-cultural, and the time contexts (p. 26).
And Perry (2012) has developed a museum learning model focusing on the three
elements of motivations, experiences, and outcomes (p. 40). Caban, Scott, and Swieca
(2000) refer to Csikszentmihalyi and Hermanson and the concept of “flow” within
museum exhibits, and mention their suggested guidelines for exhibit design: encourage
mindfulness; provide opportunities for deep absorption through sensory, intellectual, and
emotional faculties; satisfy the need for clear goals, appropriate rules, and awareness of
accomplishment; and provide information by which visitors compare responses to
standards. They support this with a quote from Ettema: “the most deeply effective
learning, the most remembered learning, is learning that employs the senses and
particularly the emotions” (p. 6). This resonates with Keller’s work with motivational
strategies for learning, and connect with his statement that “ . . . emotions . . . must be
considered because of their influence on motivation and behavior” (Keller, 2007, p. 85).
Many museum specialists take into consideration visitors’ “entrance narratives.”
Caulton (1998) states that visitors “arrive at the museum with an agenda for both
entertainment and education” (p. 26), and Kirchberg and Trondle (2012) further define
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the entrance narrative as the background that each visitor brings to the museum, including
their “socio-economic background, their pre-visit expectations, and their post-visit degree
of satisfaction” (p. 439). Expanding on the cognitive information processing (CIP)
concept of prior knowledge (Driscoll, 2005, p. 137), Perry (2012) helps define the
entrance narrative as “a combination of the information a visitor has about the world,
their framework for understanding that world, and all their personal experiences,
emotions, and memories that contribute to those understandings” (p. 51).
Learning in the museum does indeed take place, but as such is usually informal and
often constructivist in nature. In fact, Frank Oppenheimer, founder of the Exploratorium,
has famously been quoted as saying “No one ever flunked a museum” (as cited in
Semper, 1990, p. 3). Because of the common goal of promoting knowledge, this learning
can be shaped by the concepts familiar to the field of instructional design. The research
study proposed here examined to what degree this has taken place at a specific museum.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Introduction
This chapter presents the methodology of the research study, which was conducted
as a case study of the recent exhibits renovations at a large civil rights museum in the
United States. It includes a statement of the problem, purpose of the study, the research
questions that were addressed, and a description of the importance of the study. This
chapter also describes details of the study, including a discussion of the participants who
were interviewed, the instrumentation, how the data were collected and analyzed, and the
assumptions, limitations, and delimitations of the study.
This research took the form of an individual case study. Creswell (2007) defines a
case study as a “qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a bounded system
(a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailed, in-depth data
collection involving multiple sources of information” (p. 73). According to Creswell’s
definitions of the three types of case studies (p. 74), the case study presented is a single
instrumental study because it focuses on one concern and then uses one bounded case to
illustrate this concern. Hays (2004) states that a case study is driven by its research
questions, which continue to give focus for the researcher throughout the research
process (p. 226). The researcher used these questions to determine the following
guidelines for the study: Identify and describe the location and subject of the study;
identify the individuals contacted and interviewed in conducting the research; describe
any documents reviewed along with other data to be used; specify the time frame for the
study; identify limitations on the study; and to describe how the collected data were
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analyzed. The research questions and the guiding principles for the research will be
discussed later in this chapter.
Case study research is strengthened by the concept of triangulating the data.
Esterberg (2002) describes triangulation as a means of “bringing different kinds of
evidence to bear” on a research study (p. 172), and goes on to say that this is done
because “each kind of evidence has its own strengths and weaknesses.” Hays (2004)
states that “findings in case studies are more likely to be trusted as true because of the use
of triangulation methods” (p. 230). This research study was triangulated in two ways.
First, the interviews were designed to gather data from the three primary contributing
sources: the museum staff itself, the advising scholars, and the exhibits design firm.
Each type of interview source represents a different angle on the data for the purpose of
finding commonalities among the responses. Figure 2 shows a graphic representation of
this level of triangulation.

Figure 2. First Level of Triangulation of Data Gathering
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The second method of triangulation used in this study was to gather data in three
separate but supporting ways: the interviews provided the largest amount of information,
and this information was reinforced with the document review and the subsequent site
visit. Figure 3 represents this level of triangulation.

Figure 3. Second Level of Triangulation of Data Gathering

Statement of the Problem
A review of existing literature shows the ongoing research into how learning
occurs in museums, as well as examples of the application of concepts of instructional
design in the development of exhibits. However, both areas of research may benefit from
further research into this topic. As a case study of the use of instructional design
concepts in the development of exhibits at a specific museum, this research intends to
help both the museum and instructional design communities in at least two ways: The
researcher hopes this study contributes to the understanding of the use of the principles of
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instructional design in a specific environment, and that it serves to strengthen the
connections between these two educationally motivated communities for mutual benefit.
Background
Because instructional designers and museum professionals both identify learning
and education as their primary purposes (see Driscoll, 2005, and Hein, 1998), this study
investigated the connection between these two fields and, specifically, how this shared
goal might have been implemented in the case study’s subject.
This research was conducted at a major civil rights museum, which was first opened
to the public in 1991. The museum has, as its mission, “to share the culture and lessons
from the American Civil Rights Movement” and to “explore how this significant era
continues to shape equality and freedom globally.” The museum closed temporarily in
2013 in order to undergo a $27.5 million (US) renovation. An outside firm was hired to
design new exhibits and to oversee the renovation, advised by a twenty-six member team
of consulting scholars with specialties in fields such as the history of slavery, political
history, voting rights, women’s history, and musicology. When the museum reopened in
the spring of 2014, the renovation added “more than forty new films, oral histories, and
interactive exhibits to its already robust collection.”
Purpose of the Study
This museum was chosen for study for several reasons. Because the renovation
project took place recently, museum participants and outside consultants and designers
may be more likely to recall details about the process. It is a modern museum facility,
and the renovation brought together designers, architects, scholars, multimedia systems
integrators, along with media designers and producers from across the United States.
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Although the principal design firm is from outside the region, the museum itself is
geographically convenient for the purposes of conducting this research and presents a
great resource of social, cultural, and historical significance.
Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study are:
1. How did the principles of instructional design contribute to the recently
renovated exhibits at this museum?
2. What factors contributed to the decision to include (or not include)
instructional design concepts in recently renovated exhibits at the museum?
3. What are the perceptions of the museum’s designers regarding the use of
instructional design in the development of exhibits?
The research was conducted as a case study investigating the recent renovation of a
major civil rights museum. The researcher interviewed key personnel from the museum,
the scholarly advisory team, and the design firm involved in developing the exhibit
renovations, and also discussed documents relevant to the renovation of the museum and
its educational and informational mission. A site visit was also conducted. The resulting
case study was designed to provide answers to the research questions as provided above.
Importance of the Study
This study is intended to contribute to the body of literature bridging the gap
between the fields of museum exhibit development and instructional design. These two
fields share the common goals of learning and education, and by sharing ideas and
principles between the two, greater mission achievement and better visitor experiences
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may result. This study also hopes to expand the knowledge base available to exhibit and
instructional designers as they develop new work.
Participants
Key individuals were contacted and agreed to participate in interviews.
Specifically, they are a representative of the museum who was directly involved in the
renovation process, two advising scholars for curriculum development, and three
representatives from the exhibits design firm responsible for design and oversight of the
renovation process. During preliminary discussions and the actual interviews, relevant
documents were discussed and identified for use in the study and effort was made to gain
access to them. The researcher was interested in viewing documents that might include
stated learning goals, evaluation techniques and documents, museum planning
documents, and the exhibit manual, which typically describes the exhibit in detail, gives
in-depth historical background information, provides analysis of the subject material,
may discuss presentation and educational goals, and provides source material relating to
the content and the design approaches (see Glenbow Museum, n.d.). Additionally, a site
visit was used to help validate the study by means of triangulation.
Instrumentation
Case studies often follow interview protocols. According to Jacob and Furgerson
(2012), the interview protocol is more than simply a list of questions to ask interviewees.
It also defines the procedures to be followed, and includes scripts for what to say before
and after the interview, reminders to ask for consent, and prompts to remind the
researcher what information is of interest (p. 2). Tellis (1997) states the protocol should
consist of four parts: an overview of the case study project; a definition of field
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procedures; a list of case study questions (the equivalent of the research questions); and a
guide for the reporting phase of the case study (p. 5). Taken as a whole, this research
more than satisfies all four of these requirements. Appendix A presents the cover letter
sent to potential interview subjects; Appendix B is a list of those potential subjects.
Appendix D is the consent form that each interview subject was asked to review and sign.
The interview script is presented in Appendix C. As a model for interview protocol
and script development, this study referred to the script used by the National Center for
Postsecondary Improvement study of teaching, learning, and assessment conducted in
association with Stanford University (National Center for Postsecondary Improvement, n.
d.). Sections of the NCPI script are specifically designed to gather demographic data, to
address each research question, and to present relevant information to the interviewees.
Each section of the script contains three to five questions, not including additional
prompting responses. Using the NCPI script as a model, the script for this research study
begins with opening remarks and a request for the interviewee to sign a consent form,
then proceeds to gather background information, followed by sections that represent each
research question, and concludes with final information. Interviews were semistructured, with questions designed to address the research questions and associated
topics, but open-ended enough to allow for a free exchange of information (Esterberg,
2002, p. 87). Both Hays (2004, p. 233) and Esterberg (2002, p. 108) suggest letting
participants review any selected quotes from their interviews in order to make corrections
or additions before the final version is written.
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Data Collection
This research study about this museum’s exhibits was a single instrumental case
study, fitting the definition by focusing on one issue or concern (the use of instructional
design in museum exhibits) and then selecting one case to illustrate this. The unit of
analysis is defined as the new exhibits at the museum, and the time frame for gathering
data was the spring and summer of 2015. Data were gathered by conducting interviews
with museum staff, outside content consultants, and the contracted design firm as well as
by discussing and examining relevant documents relating to the renovations and then by
conducting a site visit, during which notes were taken regarding details of the new
exhibits.
Contact was made via email with potential interview participants during the months
of November and December of 2014, and positive responses were received from all who
were contacted. After this, the research project was approved in a dissertation committee
meeting on February 24, 2015, with certain revisions.
A proof-of-concept exercise was conducted in March 2015. This was done to test
the interview script, the viability of using Skype, and the audio recording and transcribing
processes, and was done by using these technologies to call a member of the advisory
committee. During this test, which was done as a simulated interview, the interview
script was edited for accuracy and usability, resulting in the version used in the actual
interviews. The technical elements of the process (using Skype, recording and
transcribing the interview) proved to be functional and ready to be put to use.
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board gave its permission for the
research to proceed on March 23, 2015 (see Appendix G). The potential interviewees
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were again contacted for the purpose of establishing interview schedules. By this time,
though, some of the advising scholars were no longer available to be interviewed. In
spite of this setback, the participant pool consisted of individuals representing the
museum administration, the architecture firm responsible for designing and overseeing
the renovation project, and two advising scholars from the original group of more than 20
who were involved in the renovation. Interviews with these participants took place
during the month of April 2015, and were conducted either face to face, by telephone, or
by Skype. The interviews were recorded, transcribed, and uploaded to the online data
analysis service, Dedoose.
The interview script was developed in order to address the research questions (see
Appendix C for the text of the interview script). The script contains an introductory
section, a discussion of the consent form (see Appendix D), and then asks two
background questions about how the participant became involved with the museum and
what, from their perspective, the reasons were for the museum to undertake the
renovations. The questions following the background section are grouped according to
which research questions they address, and the interview script concludes with more
information about the study and a request for any additional contacts or documents to be
included.
From the initial time of contact, potential participants were assured that their names
would not be published, nor would any institutions or companies be named that would
allow readers of this study to identify the participants. This is accordance with the
American Sociological Association Code of Ethics (as cited in Esterberg, 2002), and was
also a component in the application made to the University of Memphis Institutional
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Review Board. This is done “to maintain the integrity of the research and the open
communication with research participants and to protect sensitive information obtained”
(Esterberg, 2002, p. 225).
The first interview was conducted with the architecture and design firm, and was
done through Skype. Because the firm is actively engaged with new projects, the
interview included the two principals and the firm’s educational content coordinator,
rather than scheduling three separate interviews. This interview thus can be considered to
be a focus group or a small group interview (as cited in Esterberg, 2002, p. 108). The
advantages of a focus group are that a great amount of information can be obtained in a
shorter time, the group members can build on each other’s ideas, and the technique is
useful when investigating how people arrive at decisions (Esterberg, 2002, p. 109). The
participants from the design firm are referred to as Greg, Stacey, and Alice for the
purpose of maintaining their confidentiality. The interview took place on April 1, 2015,
and lasted for 39 and one half min. It was recorded by using a small audio recorder
placed near the computer’s speakers, which recorded the researcher’s questions as well as
responses from the participants.
The second interview, which took place on April 13, 2015, featured one of the
advising scholars available for interviewing, referred to here as Steven. The interview
was done in an office at a local college where he is a professor, and lasted just over
sixteen minutes. The audio recorder was placed on a table between the participant and
the researcher.
The third interview was done at the museum, and the participant for this interview
was with the museum administrator most in charge of the renovations. This was done on
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April 15, 2015. For the sake of confidentiality this participant is referred to as Susan, and
her interview took almost 47 min. As with the second interview, the recorder was placed
on a table between the participant and the researcher; also present was museum intern
who was attending the interview as an observer.
The last interview took place via telephone on April 28, 2015 and took 19 min.
Kenneth (as he will be referred to here) was an advising scholar for the renovations, and
the interview with him was recorded through an online service called NoNotes, which
provided an MP3 recording of the conversation.
All the interviews were conducted in a casual and conversational manner, with the
interview script serving as a reference point for the researcher as the discussions
progressed. At times, the script was followed closely, while at other times, it was clear
that certain questions had either been already answered during the conversation or were
not applicable under the circumstances and thus were not pursued.
After each interview, the audio recording was copied into a computer and replayed
using Apple’s QuickTime media playback software, while the researcher transcribed the
interview into a word processing application, to be saved as text files. This process was
relatively time-consuming but resulted in greater familiarity with the content of the
interviews than would have been obtained if an outside transcription service had been
used.
Several documents were discussed during the interviews, especially the front-end
and post-visit studies done by the museum as well as the development sketches made by
the designers. Because of copyright and proprietary concerns, however, only one
document was made available for the purposes of this study. This is the Interpretive Plan
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Diagram, which served as a reminder of the themes and threads to be presented in the
renovated exhibits. The site visit was conducted in August of 2015, and was done as a
solo visitor to the museum on an average weekday as a way to experience firsthand the
exhibits, artifacts, environments, and interactives discussed in the interviews.
Data Analysis
Each component of the larger triangulation design was examined during the data
analysis stage of the study. The transcriptions of the interviews, the supporting
document, and the site visit were examined and analyzed in order to address the three
research questions of the study.
The audio recording of each interview was transcribed and uploaded to Dedoose to
provide data analysis based a code tree associated with the research questions. Dedoose
functions as an online research analysis tool and structured to work with a variety of
media, including video and audio recordings, images, and text. For this study, the
transcripts of each interview were uploaded as separate text files. Then, within Dedoose,
a code tree was developed which mirrored the interview questions, which themselves
were structured to integrate the three research questions. The code tree contained a root
(or “parent”) code for the background section, a root code for each research question, and
a root code for each of the key themes which emerged during the interviews. Within
each root code there were sub codes (or “child” codes, as Dedoose calls them), one for
each interview question or subtopic that was to be identified. The root codes were:
Background, Was Instructional Design Used, What Contributed to the Decision to Use
Instructional Design, What are the Perceptions of Instructional Design in Museum
Exhibits, and Key Themes (that is to say, concepts that appeared repeatedly in the data
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but were not anticipated when the interview questions were written). The sub codes
matched the questions presented in the actual interview, which is seen in Appendix C.
The text of each interview was read thoroughly and repeatedly (this process also
included the original transcription of the interview recordings, which helped greatly with
gaining familiarity with the content of the interviews). In Dedoose, sections of text may
be highlighted and excerpted, and during this process the excerpt is associated with either
a root code, a sub code, or both. This was done with multiple iterations for each
interview transcript within Dedoose. In this way, the code tree was populated with
excerpts from all the interviews, with each excerpt relating back to the interview
questions and thus the research questions.
The contents of each sub code (which represented the interview questions) were
then compiled into separate text files and exported from Dedoose and onto a local
computer. These excerpts were then used in the written analysis of the study, as seen in
Chapters 4 and 5. Before the text of the study was made available to the advisory
committee, however, a second batch of text files was exported from Dedoose, but this
time, instead of being sorted according to the interview questions addressed, they were
sorted by participant. Each participant then received an email containing his or her own
excerpts from the interviews, and in this way, would have the opportunity to make any
clarifications of statements made during the interviews. During this process, known as
member checking (Hays, 2004, p. 233), two of the participants replied that the excerpts
represented their thoughts accurately. The other participants made a few clarifications to
their excerpts, and all member checks were completed in July of 2015.
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The document made available for review is titled the Interpretive Plan Diagram.
This document also carries the subtitle of Expanding Democracy to Create a More
Perfect Union, and was referred to during the interviews as the “themes and threads”
chart. It is a one-page chart divided into three sections. The first section is named
Timeline: Chronological division of historical periods represented in the exhibitions.
There are eight historical periods identified, including fore example, Fighting for
Freedom in a Culture of Resistance, The Rise of Jim Crow, and A World in Transition.
The second section of the themes and threads chart is called Threads: Consistent and
persistent topics that have relevance in every exhibition. In this section are three
subsections, Racism and Inequality, Philosophy of the Beloved Community, and Legacy.
The third section is named Threads: Recurring topics that impact many historical periods
and themes. This section contains 12 subsections, including topics such as education,
labor, the role of women, the role of youth, spirituality, and lifestyle and cultural
expressions.
The themes and threads chart was mentioned five times during the interviews and
the participants often referred to its importance to the design and development process.
Several subsections were also mentioned in relation to the larger document, and the
participants recounted that the document was made available as a reminder of these
topics during the renovation project.
The site visit to the museum was done in August of 2015. During the visit, the
researcher paid special attention to the concepts mentioned during the interviews and in
the themes and threads chart. These concepts include the chronological and episodic
structure of the exhibits, the use of film and other media, the integration of interactive
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touch screens, and the presence of artifacts. Also noted were the vehicles and settings,
the immersive qualities of the exhibits, and the ability of the exhibits to inspire a sense of
participation.
All these elements were in evidence in the museum. The chronological structure
begins with an exhibit devoted to the institution of slavery and ends with a presentation
about the legacy of the civil rights movement and its presence in the world today.
Between these points the visitor travels one-way through a series of exhibit and
presentation spaces, with little opportunity to alter the route. There is a great deal of film
and audio presented, some on touch screens and some projected, and some this footage
tells the stories of lesser-known figures from the civil rights movement. The vehicles,
settings, and immersive environments were impressive and lent a sense of authenticity to
the experience. After the 3 hr visit, the researcher emerged from the museum with a
greater understanding of the movement and a greater appreciation of its importance in
history and for the future as well.
Assumptions
Leedy and Ormrod (2010) state that research assumptions are “so basic that,
without them, the research problem itself could not exist” (p. 59). This study was
undertaken with the following assumptions in mind:
•

The interviewees would be willing and able to participate and will contribute
relevant information.

•

Supporting documents would be available for review and will also contribute
relevant information.
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•

This case study assumed that, in conducting this research, the researcher would be
able to discern to what extent this museum renovation project was informed by
educational and instructional design concepts and procedures.

Limitations
This case study was limited by the time frame during which the museum was
undergoing the renovation, the time that has past since the renovation, and the potential
effect on interview subjects of recalling information less accurately as time progresses.
Delimitations
The primary delimitations for this study were the populations not being addressed,
especially museum designers at other institutions who might also provide helpful
information and insight on the use of instructional design in museum exhibits. Also, as a
case study, this research can be seen as a “snapshot” of one museum’s approach to a
project during a specific time frame and will not utilize any other methodologies, either
qualitative or quantitative. The reason for these choices is to maintain a tighter focus for
this study at the expense of not being able to generalize the findings to a larger
population.
Summary of the Methodology
The research was a case study of the recent renovations at a major civil rights
museum, to determine how the field of instructional design might have contributed to the
development and implementation of the new exhibits at the museum. The study’s data
gathering primarily consisted of interviews with key persons involved in the renovation
along with discussion of documents related to the design of the exhibits and a site visit to
the museum. The study was conducted during the spring, summer, and fall of 2015, and
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was done in accordance with the Institutional Review Board of the University of
Memphis.
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Chapter 4
Results
Introduction
This chapter presents the results obtained from the different components of the
study. The interviews produced information about the participants’ background and how
they came to be associated with the museum and the renovation project. It also yielded
information about why the renovations were done, and it addressed each research
question by presenting a series of questions and topics relating to each research question.
This chapter also presents information yielded by the document review and the site visit,
and brings to light key themes that emerged from all the data. The quotes from the
participants that are included in the following sections are presented as they appeared in
the interview transcripts (with the participants’ corrections), but have undergone slight
editing to remove some of the more conversational elements. Portions of the interviews
that have been removed are shown as ellipses.
Background
This section introduces the participants of the study and relates how each person
became involved with the museum and its renovation process. The museum originally
opened in 1991. During 2013 and 2014 the museum underwent an extensive renovation,
the result of several years of planning and designing. Each participant in this case study
had a different story about his or her involvement in the museum and the renovation.
Susan, the museum administrator, had been an employee of the museum for five
years but had left to work at a different type of museum facility. She was rehired by the
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museum to manage the renovation project (and to oversee the museum’s reaccreditation
process as well).
Greg and Stacey are the architects and exhibit designers from the outside design
firm, which also includes Alice as a content developer. The museum, working with a
consulting organization, considered several architecture firms to handle the renovation.
According to Greg,
The museum did a very atypical thing . . . they wanted an exhibit design firm to be
the “prime,” with the architect, media producers, nearly everyone else serving as a
sub [contractor] to the exhibit designer . . . to oversee the entire project, which is
not typical . . . it was probably an invitational bid, a bid list put together by Lord
Cultural Resources, circulated to the exhibit design firms that they had worked with
that they thought could handle the project, and we were short listed down to five,
and those five became four . . . And then we came (to town) and presented to the
museum and to the public, and based on the strength of our concepts and
presentation we were selected as the team to go forward. [And although it is not
common for one design firm to take on so many responsibilities,] our firm was
chosen not only to be the exhibit designer, but to lead a complex team . . .so we
were also the fabricator, the media production house, the architect, the landscape
architect, the artifact collector, the scholars, the writers the editors, the whole ball of
wax except for the GC [general contractor].
Steven is a professor of history at a nearby college and one of the advising scholars
for the renovation. He has a long involvement with the museum, supervising student
interns at the museum, sending students to the museum, and visiting it many times
himself. His involvement with the renovation began when Susan and the museum staff
contacted him:
[She was in the process of] drawing up a list of names of scholars, both local and
national, in different areas of expertise, who she thought might be able to assist with
trying to review some of the texts and to write some of the texts for the new exhibits
. . . it was an invitation I was happy to receive.
Kenneth is a retired professor of political science and the other advising scholar
interviewed for this study. He has also had a long history with the museum and had
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organized a series of seminars, workshops, and meetings at the museum as part of a
National Endowment for the Humanities grant,
[Which] ran off and on for about five years. So I got to know the museum staff, of
course, and they got to know me and my colleagues . . . so through that initial
activity they got to know of my work and the work of [our organization], so that's
how I really got invited to be one of the participants in the museum project.
Reasons for Renovation
The three reasons that emerged from the interviews regarding why the museum
chose to undertake the renovations are to modernize the exhibits, to reflect current
scholarship on the civil rights movement, and to take advantage of the participants of the
movement while they are still available. As Steven said,
The general rationale for the renovation as I understood it was they had a really
great museum there, but it was really very much of a 20th century museum, opened
up in 1991, I think, and now that we're a decade plus into the 21st century I think
they really wanted to update things.
Stacey, one of the exhibit designers, also said, “the exhibits were getting old and out
of date, that was pretty clear,” and Kenneth summed up this point with “I really think
they wanted to modernize the museum . . .”
Kenneth also stated very clearly that “there's always constant research going on
dealing with the civil rights movement, and as we conduct more research we learn more
about persons, events, and activities, and I think they wanted to take it advantage of the
new scholarship.” Steven agreed, saying,
I think they really wanted to update things and to try and reinterpret some things
based on new scholarship . . . and then to just redesign and reinvigorate the exhibits
by adding film and more artifacts and more interactive aspects of the exhibit.
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Stacey also agreed, saying, “Scholarship had gone forward. When the civil rights
museum first opened up they were unique and one of a kind, and the rest of the world
was catching up with what they were doing.”
From the museum’s perspective, Susan noted, “The decision to investigate
renovations was initiated in 2005. Actual renovation started after the museum was
twenty years old.” And as Kenneth said,
I think they were really trying to make sure they were as up to date as possible, and
also it was just a great idea to take advantage of some of the veterans of the
movement while we still live.
Research Question 1
The first research question for this study asks, “How did the principles of
instructional design contribute to the recently renovated exhibits at this museum?”
Because the field of instructional design often refers to the use of the ADDIE framework
as a generic acronym for the major processes involved in instructional design (Analyze,
Design, Develop, Implement, and Evaluate) (Molenda, 2003), the interview questions
associated with this research question were designed to allow for discussion of these
processes. Although the results from these questions are somewhat conversational, clear
answers emerge from the discussions. The interviews revealed that processes were used
in developing and designing the renovated exhibits which closely parallel the processes
used in instructional design. Resembling the analysis stage of the ADDIE framework,
the museum conducted a series of front-end studies, assembled a team of scholarly
advisors, and set goals for the renovation project. The museum and the design firm
undertook practices to realize those goals, in a manner resembling the Design, Develop,
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and Implement stages of ADDIE. The museum conducted visitor surveys as a form of
evaluation, completing the ADDIE framework.
Goals. Because defining goals and objectives is an important part of the analysis
stage, this section of the interview began with a question about educational goals for the
renovations. Susan stated, “We knew we wanted to keep the episodic approach, we
wanted to keep the chronological approach,” and, “when we came to the end of the
exhibit design team selection process, then we went into an interpretive plan
development,” during which time the team “worked with four scholars, and developed a
plan and set forth an overarching goal for what we wanted to achieve.” Goals were
spelled out on the interpretive plan diagram, which was available for all participants to
refer to. As Stacey said,
The museum had a chart . . . a one page chart, three colors, [with] themes and
threads . . . The threads were women and children, the northern story, the broader
geographical focus, labor unions . . . And so that was our starting point.
Susan continued,
We set themes that would be present in every exhibit, and then threads that would
weave in and out, so for example, like the role of women and children . . . the role
of youth in this movement, so that would be a chance to bring that through more of
the exhibits.
Referring to the themes and threads document, Greg said,
I would say the place in the exhibit where the themes and threads drove the design
the most was [the exhibit about the Jim Crow era], where we felt like the idea was,
how do you get from having all your rights taken away completely, to slowly
building back to an effective, organized community [with] rights. And so there's a
church, and there's school, and there's work, and there's ownership, and there's
organizing, and . . . so how does faith come into the equation, and social
organizations, and all of that.
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Specifically, one of the goals Susan cited for the new exhibits was “We wanted to
show the movement began the moment people were taken from their homes and families
never to be returned.”
As Kenneth said about goals for the renovations,
There was quite a bit of dialog about ways to update, to modernize, to take
advantage again of the available research since there has been so much emphasis in
recent years, by civil rights scholars in looking at local civil rights history, the
untold narrative, the unrecognized ‘sheroes and heroes’ that had a profound impact
on the movement, and all of these locales especially in the American south . . . So
clearly the new trend in civil rights research and history is to take a closer look at
the impact that local people had, in framing and developing the civil rights
movement.
Another goal, as Greg said, was to show “that the civil rights movement was fully
intentional, it was organized, it was purposeful, they went with a strategy and there was
an outcome and they learned from the outcome, they did it different the next time.” And
Susan said,
Through the interpretive plan process, the language that emerged was that we
wanted to illustrate that we are all part of the ongoing work to form a more perfect
union. That work is not done, and we all have a part to play in that. So we wanted
to make that clear throughout the exhibits, and so one way we thought to show that
was to show the role of people, ordinary people like us, who made this change
possible.
A primary goal for the renovated exhibits was to encourage museum visitors to feel
as if they are participants in the civil rights movement. This point came across so
powerfully in the interviews that it can be called a key theme, something that was not
originally anticipated in the original study design. As Steven said,
[The goal] was for people to be able to feel like they were part of the movement,
and to feel empowered by the experience of going through the civil rights museum .
. . There is a place where you are coming out of the exhibit, and as you're walking
around you're seeing these shadows cast on the wall of people who look like they're
marching in a protest, and your shadow is joined with these other shadows, so that
you are part of the movement as you leave this exhibit gallery. So I think that's
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very much one of their goals, was to make it more an interactive and personally felt
experience.
Steven went on to say,
All of that was very much driven by the idea that people needed to feel a personal
connection to the movement, as opposed to this being something that happened a
long time ago to other people. It's something now that can happen in our time, in
our lives, and so I think that was very much a part of the goal.
Greg agreed, saying,
One of the things that I think is really important about the museum’s desired
outcome . . . was that people should come out as an activist, in other words they
should come out feeling they could be a part of change, an agent of change.
And Susan also stated,
We really wanted to integrate a call to action throughout the experience . . . our
main point is that we want to inspire participation . . . as you walk into the museum
you join the march. After the intro theater film experience you walk out with the
marchers so again you're joining the march. And then after the ellipsis theater we
have the silhouetted figures so again, you leave the museum, you go out into the
world again and you're joining the march.
Practices. Continuing to address the first research question, the participants were
asked what practices were used to implement the goals. This area of inquiry can be
associated with the central section of the ADDIE framework, the areas known as Design,
Develop, and Implement.
The scholars, designers, and the museum staff had reexamined the history and
scholarship of the civil rights movement, and as Alice said, “we looked at it topically, we
looked at it by era; we looked at it by theme, and had as much conversation we could
possibly get.” New research generated a great deal of new material, and as Alice said,
the designers found themselves addressing “that huge amalgamation of content, then kind
of breaking it down into the chapters, and so it was a process of gathering and trying to
sort it into different baskets.”
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When describing how the team discussed presenting the material through the use of
film, video, and audio media, Susan said,
We'd just kind of talk through it, and through that we settled upon the media
concepts to help us best deliver the information that we needed . . . that's where we
settled on things like the Acts of Courage, what I call the mini documentaries, to
prioritize first person narratives, show the role of people.
Susan also noted that “the intro film is really where we delivered the civil war and
reconstruction interpretation, so that's really complex stuff, but a film is a really great and
efficient way to deliver a lot of complex information.”
Kenneth said that one solution for the new exhibits was to, “from a technological
standpoint, make it quite frankly a bit more interactive, which is clearly the trend these
days.”
Along similar lines, Steven said,
There was an overarching sense that they needed exhibits that would be more
interactive, and [include] more film, because their surveys indicated that people
wanted to see more video footage and less text on the walls, because it was a printheavy museum that opened up in ’91; and also that their surveys told them that they
needed more artifacts . . . Artifacts . . . can be a way to connect people to an
experience.
And Susan said,
We knew we wanted to keep the iconic elements in the original exhibits that really
resonated for our visitors, the three dimensional figures, the large artifacts, the
vehicles, the settings, like the sit-in counter, our visitors really responded well to all
of that, so we wanted to retain that in the renovated exhibits. So in terms of ideas,
the exhibits designers came back with more immersive environments, another key
goal for us in terms of interpretation, and the way we talked about it was we really
wanted to integrate a call to action throughout the experience.
As the content developer for the design firm, Alice emphasized the importance of
building a layered experience for the visitors:
It's not just text on a wall; we made a huge effort to bring in more 3D objects, bring
in audio visual effects, whether it's something you hear personally or something you
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hear as a group, atmosphere and ambient effects are a huge part of what we did . . .
and the best exhibits do that, draw from those different areas.
Stacey expressed concerns common to museum designers, specifically visitor
attention span and motivation. She said,
You’re told that people don’t read, people only give you six minutes tops, you get
used to this idea that you absolutely have to do something spectacular to get their
attention and keep their attention and at any moment they could bail on you and
glaze over; so I think there’s always this kind of mindset, this fear that you have,
that you’re putting all this attention, and all this love, and all this careful selection
of words, and there’s nobody on the other end. [Therefore,] we’re always very
cognizant of attention span. We’re always trying to chart a course between the twin
pillars of peoples’ attention span and the complexity of the topic we’re dealing
with. We want to keep people interested and at the same time not dumb everything
down.
In particular, Susan said the theater experience was designed with “a wow factor . . .
we wanted to deliver the information in the right way but also in an engaging way.”
Evaluation. The evaluation component of the ADDIE framework not only refers to
formative evaluation (performed during the development stage) and summative
evaluation (done after the educational material has been completed), but can also refer to
evaluation performed during the analysis stage, when goals and objectives are being
identified and needs are being assessed. The renovated civil rights museum reopened in
2014, but according to Susan, there had been discussions about renovating the museum as
far back as 2005.
Dialogue on needing to renovate the permanent exhibits began in '05; studies began
in '06. We did three different studies in '06, we did a competitive context study, we
did a situation analysis and then we had a recommendations and options report . . .
and then in 2007 we did a facility strategy report.
These studies were discussed in planning meetings, and as Steven said, the museum
staff “frequently made reference to these surveys that they had done, talking about the
need for more video footage, more interactive exhibits, more artifacts.” Steven also said,
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“they did a very thorough review and evaluation of what they had there and how their
visitors reacted to it, and I think the renovation was very much driven by visitor surveys
and by responses they had gotten.”
The group of advising scholars functioned much as a team of subject matter experts
and were deeply involved in formative evaluation. Alice said, “They were essentially an
intelligently outspoken focus group,” who were passionate about their areas of focus and
dedicated to assisting the designers in “getting it right.”
Summative evaluation is also important to the museum. For example, because the
mission of the museum is to inspire participation, Susan discussed a survey in which,
We asked some questions along those lines, ‘as a result of this do you intend to be a
more engaged citizen,’ things like that. So, the results that we got [are] that we did
have statistical improvement on those mission achievement questions in that last
survey, over the 2010 survey.
But to look deeper into this question, the museum is planning to perform follow-up
visitor surveys, and as Susan said, “But then . . . two, three, six months down the road,
has that impact stayed with you?” She went on to say the follow-up survey would:
Ask a little more about mission achievement, even though we did get results that we
did have statistical improvement in that, which is great, but we want to ask a little
more and get a little more quantitative, a little more qualitative, information on that.
From these interviews, the data suggests a relationship between the elements of the
ADDIE instructional design framework and the concepts and processes employed during
this museum renovation project. This is illustrated in Figure 4, which also displays the
number of times each concept was mentioned in the excerpts of the interviews.
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Figure 4. Graphic Display of Interview Results Relating to Elements of the ADDIE
Framework of Instructional Design

Research Question 2
The second research question asks, “What factors contributed to the decision to
include (or not include) instructional design concepts in recently renovated exhibits at
this museum?” Because this research question implies that a yes or no decision was
made during the renovation process, the interview script was written with two carefully
worded questions aimed at addressing this topic. The first question deals with how the
project team, specifically the group of 24 advising scholars, was brought together, and the
second question asked about the areas of expertise of the team members. Answers to
both questions emerged conversationally during the interviews.
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As Susan said, the process of assembling the scholarly team was based on the
recommendation of two primary advising scholars:
Through the interpretive plan we worked with four scholars. Out of that we
identified two scholars that we wanted to be our primary advisors through the whole
design process. [And through the recommendations of those scholars, the museum
identified leading experts for each topic to be addressed during the renovations.]
And so we just reached out to everybody and asked them, and thankfully most of
them said yes.
Steven expressed the opinion,
The team was a great group of folks . . . some of them local, some of them national,
some were [Dr. Martin Luther] King scholars, or had an emphasis in labor aspects
of the civil rights movement, some were other museum professionals . . . just all
different topics . . . it was a well-chosen group, I thought.
About assembling the advisory team, Kenneth also said,
I think they tried to get a combination of people who were actually the book writers
and some of us who have published in the area but also who were participant
observers, who had actually been a part of the movement. So it was a judicious
combination of scholars and activists and scholar/activists . . . which made for fairly
rich conversations during the course of our meetings at the civil rights museum.
The team was brought together on the recommendations of the primary advising
scholars, and consisted of leading scholars from around the United States specializing in
the topics to be included in the museum renovations. Additionally, an effort was made to
include individuals who had participated in the civil rights movement. These results are
presented in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. How the advising team was formed

Research Question 3
The third research question asks, “What are the perceptions of the museum’s
designers regarding the use of instructional design in the development of exhibits?” And
again, as with research question 2, the ensuing conversations yielded less data than
discussions around research question 1. The three main concepts that came to light from
the interviews indicate that the participants appreciated the importance of instructional
design, the scholarly advisors were professional educators and were familiar with
delivering educational content, and the design firm would be knowledgeable about this
area.
During the interview with the architectural design firm, Stacey, Greg, and Alice all
mentioned that none of them had any academic training in instructional design, yet Alice
went on to say,
[Instructional design and learning design] are something that we knew we had to
pay attention to; . . . this is true of all our exhibits; they are not textbooks, they are
not thesis papers. Curators’ voices need to get balanced with history's participants.
It needs to be visuals, [it needs to] take advantage of 3D spaces; these are pillars of
educational experiential design. I guess it comes back to . . . we don't have any
learning style specialists [on staff].
Steven said about this topic, “I am sure the firm that was creating all this would be
informed by a lot of different theoretical perspectives in museum design and curriculum
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and education.” And Kenneth suggested that, to some extent, knowing how to apply
instructional design naturally arises from being a teacher, and,
In my group you had a number of college professors . . . most of my colleagues I
was meeting with were graduates of some college or university in history; . . . once
you become a college professor at least for ten years you get try to give the
impression that you can master damn near anything . . . I think one of the things that
you learn over time . . . one of the things that you learn through trial and error and
maybe in some cases some instructional training, but you learn how to present the
material in a variety of ways.
Figure 6 displays some of the key concepts resulting from the interviews regarding
these research questions.

Figure 6. Concepts from the interviews about instructional design in museum exhibits

Document Review
Several supporting documents were discussed during the interviews. Mention was
made of a series of sketches done by the exhibit designers and architects, which had been
subsequently donated to the museum. The museum staff mentioned the studies that had
been done in advance of the renovations, which were the competitive context study, the
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situation analysis, the report that identified recommendations and options, and a facility
strategy report.
Ultimately, the most pertinent document for the purposes of this research is the
Interpretive Plan Diagram, which was referred to in the interviews as the themes and
threads document. According to the participants, this one-page document was available
in the museum offices to serve as guidance during the renovation process. The museum
staff provided the researcher a copy of this document discussed after the interviews. It
contains three sections: a timeline of the civil rights movement, a section for themes that
have relevance in every exhibition, and a group of topics that have impacted many
historical periods and themes. The “Themes” section contains three topics: Racism and
Inequality, The Philosophy of the Beloved Community (see Inwood, 2009, p. 7), and
Legacy. The third section is labeled “Threads,” and contains several topics mentioned in
the interviews, such as the roles of labor, education, youth, spirituality, women, and many
others. This document served as a reminder of the overall goals for the museum during
its renovation period. The interviews and the site visit confirmed that these topics were
present throughout the museum.
Site Visit
A site visit conducted in August of 2015 confirmed what was discussed during the
interviews. The visit was done anonymously, that is, as a typical visitor might enter the
museum and walk through the exhibits. In this instance, the visit took approximately
three hours.
The museum presents a great deal of video and film, both as actual historical
footage from the civil rights movement as well as professionally produced informational
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videos delivered in two separate theaters. The historical footage is often available within
the exhibit areas themselves, and sometimes is displayed on smaller, interactive touchscreen fixtures, which are mounted on freestanding pedestals in some areas, and in some
places attached to wall panels. There are many immersive environments for visitors to
move through, and in some cases, seating is provided for reflection and absorption, as
recommended in Csikszentmihalyi and Hermanson’s discussion of flow (Caban et al.,
2000). These environments include a courtroom, a church, a prison cell, a lunch counter,
and a simulated section of the Edmund Pettis Bridge from Selma, Alabama. Actual
period-specific city buses, complete with full-sized human figures, help tell the story of
the origins and events surrounding the bus strikes from the civil rights movement. There
are areas where visitors can choose to listen to recorded speeches, narratives, or music on
earphones by selecting content from pushbuttons or touch screens, and in several exhibit
areas there are large interactive touch screen systems that present a significant amount of
content. Another exhibit presents an immersive interpretation of the 1963 March on
Washington events, and features several touch screen video stations showing various film
clips to accompany the primary film footage. The linear design of visitor traffic flow
through the exhibits, presented chronologically from the entrance to the exit, combined
with the occasional visuals and sound effects of people marching, serves to reinforce the
sense of participation in the movement, as was discussed in the interviews.
After three hours of experiencing the exhibits a certain amount of museum fatigue
was noticeable (see Bitgood, n.d., p. 17), and thus the later exhibit areas did not receive
as much attention as the first areas did. In spite of this, the site visit helped reinforce the
impression that the renovated exhibits are successful in realizing the stated goals, which
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include presenting a great deal of video and film, offering interactive exhibits, creating
immersive environments, generating a sense of participation, and displaying the broad
scope of the civil rights movement geographically and in terms of well-known and lesserknown individuals and events.
Key Themes
Several themes came to light during the interviews and, although the concepts were
not anticipated when this research study was being designed, their appearance indicates
their importance to the participants during the renovation process. In addition to the idea
that museum visitors could be encouraged to feel as if they are a part of the civil rights
movement (as discussed above), other concepts deserve mention.
An important theme that emerged was how the new exhibits were designed to
connect with visitors by providing information about the civil rights movement in
different parts of the United States. As Steven said, an important goal for the renovation
was “making it more personal and geographically focused so the individual can have
almost a tailored experience based on their own background and see how it applied to
them, or to the place where they were from.” Susan elaborated on this idea, saying,
We wanted to give people a sense of place. [For example,] the mapping
interactives, one, they get a lot of content in a relatively small area, two, they show
racism, segregation are everywhere, they're not just in the south; everywhere they
exist people are fighting against them. And then, too, it's a way for people to
hopefully find out a little more about where they're from; we have visitors from all
over the country, . . . [we] try to make it a personal connection and connect folks
into this history in more personal ways.
Another important idea that emerged from the data was the fact that the museum
could bring in participants who were a part of the civil rights movement. As Kenneth
said, “for instance when we talked about the Freedom Summer 1964 Mississippi summer
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project, we had people who actually participated in the project, I mean the civil rights
veterans, the people who helped to make the movement.” Kenneth also said about
bringing in living people from the movement, “you're talking about instruction and
having an impact in a classroom, it is absolutely amazing, incredible, and then to be able
to do that in the venue like the museum, is even more overwhelming.”
A third theme was that being a part of the renovation of the museum was a positive
experience. As Greg said, “I think that the project came along at the right time in [our]
career,” and added, “it was a big undertaking for us to do, but we're very, very proud of
the result,” and went on to say, “We love talking about that museum.” Susan also said,
after the research interview had taken longer than was originally planned, “See, I told you
we could talk about it a long time!”
Along with the previously stated goal of encouraging visitors to feel like they were
a part of the movement, discovering these key themes of a sense of place, the ability to
bring in activist/scholars from the movement, and the fact that being involved with the
renovations was felt to be a good experience all help complete the picture of how the
museum renovation project came to life. These themes are shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7. Key Themes
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Summary of Findings
Data gathering began in the month of April, 2015. The interviews were conducted
in different ways: in person, via Skype, and on the telephone. A key document was
made available for review, and this document supported and expounded upon information
given during the interviews. The interviews were transcribed and then analyzed using an
online data analysis service. Once the interviews had been excerpted in terms of research
questions and interview questions, the participants were contacted for the purpose of
having them approve their quotations for accuracy. This process was completed at the
end of July, 2015. The site visit was conducted in August, 2015.
The data gathering activities resulted in information regarding all three research
questions. From the interviews, valuable data was obtained regarding the reasons for the
renovations, how the instructional design process may have contributed to the
renovations, what factors contributed to the use of instructional design, and what the
perceptions about instructional design are among the museum professionals. The
museum renovations were done to modernize the facility, to reflect the state of current
research into civil rights, and to get input from living participants in the American civil
rights movement. The renovation process included defining goals (both large and small),
bringing in subject matter experts from the field, developing exhibits and environments to
utilize modern technology, and evaluating the results. The contribution of the process of
instructional design during the renovations resulted from the guidance of the scholarly
advisors, themselves from the fields of teaching and instruction, and from the similarities
of the processes of instructional design and museum exhibit design. And although the
participants suggested that instructional design is primarily associated with formal
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learning, they also acknowledged its importance to museum learning as well. Important
themes emerged from the data, including the stated goal of encouraging museum visitors
to consider themselves a part of the civil rights movement, presenting the civil rights
movement in a geographical context, bringing in scholar/activists from the movement,
and finally, that being a part of the renovation project was a good experience for those
involved.
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Chapter 5
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
This chapter summarizes the significant findings resulting from this study in terms
of the three research questions. It also offers conclusions from those findings, and makes
recommendations for future research in the area investigated, the use of instructional
design in the development of museum exhibits.
Significant Findings
This section describes how information gained during the interviews helps to
address the three research questions. The interviews provided a good deal of data that
can be related to research question 1 and some useful information about research question
3. Information that can help answer research question 2, however, was not as
forthcoming during the interviews, and a possible reason for this will be discussed below.
Research Question 1: How did the principles of instructional design contribute to the
recently renovated exhibits at this museum?
The interview results indicate that the museum renovation project incorporated
techniques and processes similar to those used in the field of instructional design. The
project had subject matter experts; the team set educational and facilities goals, both large
and small; specific practices were used to achieve those goals; and evaluation was
conducted to determine the effectiveness of the museum’s exhibits.
The team of scholarly advisors had the role of subject matter experts. According to
Morrison et al. (2007), a subject matter expert is someone who is “qualified to provide
information about content and resources” and is also “responsible for checking accuracy
of content treatment in activities, materials, and examinations (p. 18). Referring to the
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advisors, Alice said, “We had a subject matter expert for every single exhibit.” Each
advisor had an academic specialty within the civil rights movement, such as labor issues,
the role of women, or specific periods of time in the history of the movement, and Steven
described the advisors, saying,
some of them [were] local, some of them national, some were [Dr. Martin Luther]
King scholars, or had an emphasis in labor aspects of the civil rights movement,
some were other museum professionals . . . just all different topics.
The museum staff, the exhibit designers, and the scholarly advisors worked together
to determine goals for the renovation process. Some of these goals were more general
and overarching, while some were specific to certain exhibit areas. While the goals to
include more film and video footage, more artifacts, and more interactivity can be
classified as facilities goals, other concepts, such as inspiring participation, presenting the
civil rights movement as an ongoing process, and showing how the movement has
occurred across the United States can be classified as learning goals. Some of these goals
are related to Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cognitive Outcomes, which include remembering
previously learned material, grasping the meaning of material, and making judgments
about the materials, such as Kenneth’s description of the goal of “looking at local civil
rights history, the untold narrative, the unrecognized ‘sheroes and heroes’ that had a
profound impact on the movement, and all of these locales especially in the American
south.” Other goals reflect the Taxonomy of Affective Outcomes, as suggested by
Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia, such as becoming sensitized or willing to receive certain
information, becoming involved or doing something, and integrating values into a total
philosophy and acting consistently (Driscoll, 2005, pp. 356–357). Reflecting this type of
outcome was the museum’s goal of helping visitors feel they could be a part of the civil
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rights movement. Steven said the goal was to encourage a “personal connection to the
movement, as opposed to this being something that happened a long time ago to other
people,” and Greg added that visitors should emerge from viewing the exhibits “feeling
they could be a part of change, an agent of change.” Additionally, these goals resonate
with the work of Hooper-Greenhill et al. (2003), in their application of Generic Learning
Objectives. These include increase in knowledge and understanding; change in attitudes
or values; and evidence of activity, behavior, and progression. This aligns with Susan’s
statement that “our main point is that we want to inspire participation.”
The museum renovation project involved choosing and designing practices for
realizing these stated goals. As Susan said, “we wanted to keep the episodic approach,
we wanted to keep the chronological approach,” thus allowing visitors to acquire new
knowledge by building on prior knowledge. The exhibit spaces deliver material in
separate areas, and thus allow for these “chunks” to be encountered as separate but
significant components of the larger message. And, as Stacey stated, great effort was
given to designing exhibits that can hold the visitors’ attention while not over-simplifying
the material: “We want to keep people interested and at the same time not dumb
everything down.” These concepts are key elements of cognitive information processing,
an important component of learning design (Clark & Mayer, 2007, pp. 314-315).
The site visit confirmed that within the renovated exhibits there are several touch
screen displays which allow visitors to interact with the material. There are also several
seating areas within the exhibits, which can give visitors an opportunity to reflect on what
has been learned. Immersive environments such as the buses, the lunch counter, the
courtroom, and the church lend authenticity to the exhibits, suggesting interaction with
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the scenes depicted. These features resonate with the constructivist view of learning
(Jonassen et al., 2007, pp. 46-47). The museum’s goal of inspiring participation in the
civil rights movement also reflects the constructivist concept that learning is achieved by
“active engagement in the world” (Driscoll, 2005, p. 164), or, as Hein (2005) states, “An
appropriate educational role in museums includes social action” (p. 7).
Bitgood (2002) says, “Exhibition evaluation can be implemented during all three
major stages of development (planning, preparation, and installation). Visitor input
during the planning stage is called front-end evaluation; during the preparation stage it is
called formative evaluation; and after installation, it is called either remedial or
summative evaluation” (p. 6). The renovations at this museum exhibit all three types of
evaluation. Before the renovations began, the museum performed several types of frontend studies which can be compared to the needs analyses done in instructional design
(Morrison et al., 2007, pp. 32-36). As Steven recounted, “they did a very thorough
review and evaluation of what they had,” and “the renovation was very much driven by
visitor surveys and by responses.” And Susan described the front-end studies in more
detail, saying that the museum had performed “a competitive context study . . . a situation
analysis . . . a recommendations and options report . . . and a facility strategy report.”
During the design phase, the museum staff and the exhibit designers relied on the
guidance of subject matter experts who were tasked with “getting it right” (Alice), in the
same way formative evaluation is done in instructional design. And the museum initiated
visitor surveys and follow-up studies to evaluate the effect the exhibits have had on
visitors, similar to the summative and confirmative evaluation performed in designing
instruction (Morrison et al., pp. 239-240). Susan described these studies as asking, “As a
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result of this do you intend to be a more engaged citizen?” and “[Several] months down
the road, has that impact stayed with you?”
As discussed above, the participants in this study described how goals were set,
practices were undertaken, and evaluation was conducted during this museum renovation
project. These processes closely resemble those associated with instructional design,
particularly the elements of the ADDIE framework of instructional design. The
American Association of Museums defines a mission of museums as “the advancement
and diffusion of knowledge” (in Hein, 1998, p. 8), and Dick et al. (2009) state that the
goal of instructional design is “to bring about learning” (p. 2). This study’s results
confirm that parallel processes are being used both by museum exhibit designers and
instructional designers in order to achieve similar goals.
Research Question 2: What factors contributed to the decision to include (or not
include) instructional design concepts in recently renovated exhibits at this museum?
Clearly, the museum staff, the members of the exhibits design firm, and the
scholarly advisors who were interviewed for this study showed great dedication to the
mission of the museum and enthusiasm for the renovation process. Not only are they
professionals operating at high levels in their respective fields, they came together to
contribute their knowledge and enthusiasm to a project that they all felt was worthwhile.
Bringing to this project their experience and knowledge from academia, exhibits design
and architecture, and museum administration in the service of the mission, they worked
together to help reshape an already good and significant civil rights museum into
something greater. The individuals interviewed for this study presented themselves as
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competent, caring, and dedicated to the project. They brought expertise from their own
fields and combined it to develop a highly successful museum renovation project.
What emerged from the interviews was the sense that the field of instructional
design, while an important field of study and activity, may be largely perceived as being
associated with formal learning, as might be applied when designing courses, curricula,
and textbooks. Alice said that, although the design team was aware of the importance of
instructional design, she went on to say that exhibits “are not textbooks, they are not
thesis papers.” However, as the museum renovation project progressed, processes were
employed that appear similar to, even parallel to those from instructional design, such as
setting goals, implementing practices, and evaluating the effectiveness of the work, as
prescribed in the ADDIE framework (Molenda, 2003, p. 2). These processes may be
inherent in the disciplines of the specialists involved, such as museum studies,
architecture, experiential design, and academic content specialties. The fact that
instructional design may not have been discussed outright during the project is very
possibly due to the fact that these parallel processes are embedded within the disciplines
brought by the participants. Kenneth said about a career in teaching, “One of the things
that you learn through trial and error and maybe in some cases some instructional
training, but you learn how to present the material in a variety of ways.” And Steven
suggested that the exhibits design firm would be familiar with the “theoretical
perspectives in museum design and curriculum and education.”
Research Question 3: What are the perceptions of the museum’s designers regarding the
use of instructional design in the development of exhibits?
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From the information obtained in the interviews, it appears that, from the
perspectives of the participants, instructional design is seen as important, something “we
had to pay attention to” (Alice), but is primarily a field related to formal learning,
curriculum design, etc., and only tangentially to informal learning such as takes place in a
museum. Having expressed this, the designers also reported that there were no
instructional or learning specialists on staff. This finding resonates with a study
conducted by Bontempi and Nash (2011), in which a group of museum professionals
reported that they are aware of the importance of instructional design, but also felt it was
something they were not specifically trained to do (p. 34).
Conclusions
All the participants in this study were clearly well informed and accomplished
professionals, and as a result the resulting renovation project appears to be quite
successful. The scholars brought not only knowledge in their particular areas of
expertise, but understanding of how educational content can be effectively presented in a
variety of settings. The exhibit designers and architects brought their knowledge of their
fields, which includes designing for three-dimensional experiences in educational
(museum) settings. The scholarly advisors provided guidance and knowledge throughout
the process. The museum staff knew that the time had come for major renovations and
had developed goals for the new exhibits and spaces, and they also knew how to build a
team of professionals that could realize those goals. In addition, they understood the
need to evaluate the effectiveness of the designs for the purpose of enhancing
achievement of the museum’s mission.
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The participants in this study recognized the importance of instructional design, and
although there was a tendency among participants to think of instructional design as
primarily intended for formal learning, many key concepts from both instructional
systems development, constructivism, and cognitive information processing played
significant roles in designing and developing the exhibits for this museum’s renovations.
Summary
The intention for this study is twofold: first, to contribute to the discussion within
the instructional design community about how the field may contribute to informal
learning, especially within museums, and secondly, to offer the museum community
additional research into factors that may contribute to the ways exhibits are designed and
developed. Analysis of the data gives a good picture of how one particular museum
renovation project was done in relation to the principles of instructional design, thus
addressing the first intention. The hope that this study contributes to the ongoing
dialogue between the two fields will depend on how future research is approached.
Recommendations for Future Research
Because this research project was a single instrument case study, it can only
illustrate one instance, namely, the use of instructional design at a particular museum
during a specific exhibit renovation process. As such, it cannot be generalized to reflect
the conditions any other specific environment, museum, or population. Yet this study
could potentially inform future research from lessons learned from this research. In
particular, it would be helpful to clearly define instructional design in the broader sense
to include a wider range of learning design, and to make this a specific point of
discussion within the participating groups. Initial contact might include a discussion of
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this type of topic, perhaps mentioning some leading researchers and their activities along
these lines. Discussions might be started, both during the interviews and outside of them,
about the museums, design firms, consultants, and scholars who are actively pursuing this
direction of inquiry.
Also, future research along similar lines can help by adding to the body of
knowledge that hopes to bridge these two fields. The more studies that are done of
museums and how exhibits are designed, specifically with attention to the contribution of
the field of instructional design (in the broader definition), the larger the knowledge base
that exhibit designers and instructional designers can call upon as they develop new
work.
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Appendix A
Cover Letter

Dear . . . ,
I am a doctoral student at the University of Memphis and am writing to ask if you might
be willing to help with a research project. The topic of the research is how museum
exhibits are influenced by the field of instructional design.
Because of your involvement with the recent renovations at the National Civil Rights
Museum I am hoping you will agree to participate in an interview. This will only take
about thirty minutes of your time, and could take place wherever is convenient for you. It
would consist of you and me talking about how the new exhibits came together during
the renovation process, and I will be taking notes and making an audio recording of our
conversation as well. The interview will be transcribed and used as part of the research
project, which will become my dissertation. Your participation will be anonymous, and
you will not be identified either by name or position.
In addition to the interview, if there are any documents relating to the development of the
new exhibits, such as exhibit manuals or story lines, that I could look at for research
purposes, I would greatly appreciate it. And if you might also direct me to other key
individuals or documents that could help with this research, that would also be very
helpful.
The interview can take place at any time that's convenient for you.
Thank you, and I hope to hear from you soon.
Sincerely,
Luther Bradfute

81

Appendix B
List of Individuals to Interview
“Susan,” director of administration and special projects at the museum
“Kenneth,” curriculum and tour script development advisor
“Steven,” curriculum and tour script development advisor
“Greg,” principal at the exhibit design and architecture firm
“Stacey,” principal at the exhibit design and architecture firm
“Alice,” content developer at the exhibit design and architecture firm
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Appendix C
Interview Script
Beginning Script:
Thanks for taking the time to talk with me today. What I'm interested in finding out is
how the exhibit renovations came about, and specifically how educational and
instructional concepts may have played a role. We can talk as long as you like, but I
know you're busy and I'll try not to take more than thirty minutes of your time.

I'll be taking some notes while we talk, but I'll also be recording our interview and I'll
transcribe it later. I'll let you review your interview and how it fits into the study.

Before we start, I have a consent form I'd like to give you. If you agree to it, there's a
place for a signature at the end. I will leave a copy with you as well. The form says that
your participation will be anonymous, you are in no way obligated to participate, you can
stop participating at any time, and you are always free to request that your input be
completely removed from the study at any time, up to the point where I submit the study
as my final dissertation.

Interview Questions/Guidelines:

A. Interviewee Background
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Tell me about how you became involved with the museum.

What was the motivation for the renovations?
What informed the decision making process as the renovations progressed?

B. Was Instructional Design Used?
Who on the team was most responsible for making educational decisions? What is their
background in this kind of work?

As the renovations progressed, was there talk about educational goals? (Prompt phrases:
Generic learning objectives? Entrance narratives? Storylines? Constructivism?
Allowing for reflection? Other educational, learning, or instructional ideas?)

If so, how were these ideas then used in the exhibits themselves?

What types of evaluation were done during the renovations? Visitor surveys, front end
analyses, etc. (Prompt: Or after? Or ongoing?)

C. What Contributed to the Decision to Use or Not Use Instructional Design?
How were decisions made about makeup the renovation team – the group specifically
involved in creating the content and activities for the new exhibits?

What were some guidelines for building the team? (Prompts: Expertise in areas [which
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areas?] Cost, benefits, the process of finding someone qualified, etc.?)

D. What Are the Perceptions About Using Instructional Design in Museum
Exhibits?
What are your thoughts on including an instructional designer, or learning or educational
specialist as a exhibit team member?

What other experiences do you have with bringing an educational or learning specialist
into a project?

In your opinion, what is the general thinking in the museum field about using
instructional designers in exhibit design and development?

Prompt: (If an instructional designer [or the equivalent] was employed:) Would you
consider including an instructional designer in the future?

E. Conclusion
Are there any documents you think might be relevant for this research, or are there any
people who might also be able to help?

Is there any additional information you’d like to discuss?
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Ending Script:
Thanks again for taking the time today. I'll leave my phone number and email
address with you. Please feel free to get in touch about any of this, and I'll be in touch
about any follow up ideas I might have as well. I'll let you know when the study is
complete so that you can review your comments and other participation for accuracy, and
again, you are always welcome to opt out for any reason and at any time, up to the time I
submit the study as a completed dissertation.
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Appendix D

	
  
RESEARCH	
  SUBJECT	
  INFORMED	
  CONSENT	
  FORM	
  
Prospective	
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2. PROCEDURES	
  
You	
  will	
  be	
  asked	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  an	
  interview	
  with	
  the	
  researcher,	
  
either	
  in	
  person	
  at	
  a	
  location	
  mutually	
  agreeable	
  or	
  via	
  an	
  online	
  platform	
  
such	
  as	
  Skype.	
  	
  The	
  interview	
  will	
  take	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  thirty	
  minutes	
  and	
  
the	
  topics	
  of	
  discussion	
  will	
  be	
  museum	
  exhibits	
  and	
  the	
  field	
  of	
  

87

education.	
  	
  You	
  may	
  also	
  be	
  asked	
  about	
  any	
  supporting	
  documentation	
  
or	
  for	
  referrals	
  to	
  other	
  individuals	
  for	
  the	
  purpose	
  of	
  the	
  study.	
  
	
  

3. POSSIBLE	
  RISKS	
  OR	
  DISCOMFORT	
  
There	
  are	
  no	
  expected	
  risks	
  or	
  discomfort	
  for	
  the	
  participants.	
  

4. POSSIBLE	
  BENEFITS	
  
There	
  is	
  no	
  expected	
  personal	
  benefit	
  from	
  participating	
  in	
  this	
  research,	
  
but	
  the	
  fields	
  of	
  education	
  and	
  museum	
  studies	
  may	
  benefit	
  from	
  the	
  
results	
  of	
  the	
  study.	
  

5. FINANCIAL	
  CONSIDERATIONS	
  
There	
  is	
  no	
  financial	
  compensation	
  for	
  your	
  participation	
  in	
  this	
  research.	
  

6. CONFIDENTIALITY	
  
Your	
  identity	
  in	
  this	
  study	
  will	
  be	
  treated	
  as	
  confidential.	
  The	
  results	
  of	
  
the	
  study	
  may	
  be	
  published	
  for	
  educational	
  purposes	
  but	
  will	
  not	
  give	
  
your	
  name	
  or	
  include	
  any	
  identifiable	
  references	
  to	
  you.	
  
However,	
  any	
  records	
  or	
  data	
  obtained	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  your	
  participation	
  in	
  
this	
  study	
  may	
  be	
  inspected	
  by	
  the	
  sponsor,	
  by	
  any	
  relevant	
  
governmental	
  agency	
  (e.g.,	
  U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  Energy),	
  by	
  the	
  University	
  
of	
  Memphis	
  Institutional	
  Review	
  Board,	
  or	
  by	
  the	
  persons	
  conducting	
  this	
  
study,	
  (provided	
  that	
  such	
  inspectors	
  are	
  legally	
  obligated	
  to	
  protect	
  any	
  
identifiable	
  information	
  from	
  public	
  disclosure,	
  except	
  where	
  disclosure	
  
is	
  otherwise	
  required	
  by	
  law	
  or	
  a	
  court	
  of	
  competent	
  jurisdiction.	
  These	
  
records	
  will	
  be	
  kept	
  private	
  in	
  so	
  far	
  as	
  permitted	
  by	
  law.	
  
After	
  each	
  interview,	
  the	
  researcher	
  will	
  transcribe	
  the	
  interview	
  and	
  
assign	
  it	
  a	
  code	
  number.	
  	
  The	
  original	
  recordings	
  will	
  then	
  be	
  erased.	
  	
  Any	
  
identifying	
  information	
  such	
  as	
  names	
  and	
  titles	
  will	
  be	
  deleted	
  from	
  the	
  
transcripts.	
  

7. TERMINATION	
  OF	
  RESEARCH	
  STUDY	
  
You	
  are	
  free	
  to	
  choose	
  whether	
  or	
  not	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  this	
  study.	
  There	
  
will	
  be	
  no	
  penalty	
  or	
  loss	
  of	
  benefits	
  to	
  which	
  you	
  are	
  otherwise	
  entitled	
  
if	
  you	
  choose	
  not	
  to	
  participate.	
  You	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  with	
  any	
  significant	
  
new	
  findings	
  developed	
  during	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  this	
  study	
  that	
  may	
  relate	
  to	
  
88

or	
  influence	
  your	
  willingness	
  to	
  continue	
  participation.	
  In	
  the	
  event	
  you	
  
decide	
  to	
  discontinue	
  your	
  participation	
  in	
  the	
  study,	
  please	
  notify	
  the	
  
researcher	
  of	
  your	
  decision	
  or	
  follow	
  this	
  procedure	
  (describe),	
  so	
  that	
  
your	
  participation	
  can	
  be	
  orderly	
  terminated.	
  	
  
In	
  addition,	
  your	
  participation	
  in	
  the	
  study	
  may	
  be	
  terminated	
  by	
  the	
  
investigator	
  without	
  your	
  consent.	
  It	
  may	
  be	
  necessary	
  for	
  the	
  sponsor	
  of	
  
the	
  study	
  to	
  terminate	
  the	
  study	
  without	
  prior	
  notice	
  to,	
  or	
  consent	
  of,	
  the	
  
participants.	
  

8. AVAILABLE	
  SOURCES	
  OF	
  INFORMATION	
  
Any	
  further	
  questions	
  you	
  have	
  about	
  this	
  study	
  will	
  be	
  answered	
  by	
  the	
  
Principal	
  Investigator:	
  	
  
Name:	
  	
  Luther	
  Bradfute	
  
Phone	
  Number:	
  901-‐335-‐1123	
  

9. AUTHORIZATION	
  
I	
  have	
  read	
  and	
  understand	
  this	
  consent	
  form,	
  and	
  I	
  volunteer	
  to	
  participate	
  
in	
  this	
  research	
  study.	
  I	
  understand	
  that	
  I	
  will	
  receive	
  a	
  copy	
  of	
  this	
  form.	
  I	
  
voluntarily	
  choose	
  to	
  participate,	
  but	
  I	
  understand	
  that	
  my	
  consent	
  does	
  not	
  
take	
  away	
  any	
  legal	
  rights	
  in	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  negligence	
  or	
  other	
  legal	
  fault	
  of	
  
anyone	
  who	
  is	
  involved	
  in	
  this	
  study.	
  I	
  further	
  understand	
  that	
  nothing	
  in	
  
this	
  consent	
  form	
  is	
  intended	
  to	
  replace	
  any	
  applicable	
  Federal,	
  state,	
  or	
  
local	
  laws.	
  	
  
Participant	
  Name	
  (Printed	
  or	
  Typed):	
  
Date:	
  	
  
Participant	
  Signature:	
  
Date:	
  	
  
Principal	
  Investigator	
  Signature:	
  	
  
Date:	
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Appendix E
List of Documents to Examine

1. Interpretive Plan Design
2. Competitive Context Study
3. Situation Analysis
4. Recommendations and Options Report
5. Facility Strategy Report
6. Architect Sketches
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Appendix F
Institutional Review Board Documentation
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